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V '^Concerned’ Over NATO Costs 


By Wavcrly Root ties” in sharing NATO costs, 

Washington Post Foreign service Secretary of Defense Robert 
PARIS, July 25 — The Unit- S. McNamara said today, 
ed States is deeply concerned The statement, made at a 
about “imbalances and inequi- meeting of NATO defense 

— - 1 ministers, was taken to mean 

that other members of the al- 
liance should pay a larger 
share of its costs. 

The meeting was attended 
by the defense ministers of all 
15 NATO members except Ice- 
land, which has no defense 
minister. Its purpose was to 
I plan NATO policy for the 
next five years. 

i The presence of French Mi- 
nister of the Armies Pierre 
Messmer was greeted by some 
'as a token that France re- 
mains a faithful ally despite 
her withdrawal from the 
NATO command structure. 
France is still a member of 
the alliance itself. 

Others remarked that since 
I NATO decisions must be tak- 
en unanimously, France’s 
presence means that a poten- 


tial veto is always at hand in 
case the other members move 
towards actions unwelcome to 
this country. 

McNamara did not make 
any specific suggestions about 
who should raise the ante, but 
some thought first of Britain, 

, which has just notified West 
i Germany that it is going to be 
obliged to pull some of its 
NATO forces in that country 


unless Bonn will pay the cost 
of keeping them there. 

British Defense Minister 
Denis Healey argued that 
! Britain’s financial situation 
I such that it cannot continue 
to support the drain repre 
sented by the troops in Ger- 
many. He also pointed out 
that Britian is already spend- 
ing, and until 1970 will con- 
tinue to spend, a larger propor- 
tion of its Gross National 
Product on NATO defense 
than “most” of its allies. 

He could have added “all 
but one.” At present, Britain’s 
contribution of 6.9 per cent of 
its GNP is surpassed only by 
the 8.8 per cent contribution 
of the United States. France 
is third with 6.7 per cent, but 
a question mark must be 
placed against this figure for 
the future because France’s 
half-in-half-out status presum- 
ably will affect her financial 
participation in NATO as well 
as her military participation. 

West Germany, which 
spends 5.5 per cent of its GNP 
on NATO, is under fire not 
only from the British on fin- 
ancing troops but from the 
United States. Bonn has been 
telling Washington that it can 
not absorb any more arms be- 
cause its troops are already 
fully equipped. 

McNamara might have had 
that point in mind when he 
pointed out the advantages of 
modernization. Germany 
could increase her purchases 
from the United States by 
buying more up-to-date weap 
ons. 


does not intend to reduce Eu- 
ropean effectives.” 

This, however, is not quite 
what he said. He said that the 
United States does not want 
to see any reduction of “mili- 
tary capability” in Europe. 
But he pointed out that mili- 
tary capability is not necessar- 
ily measured solely by the 
number of troops in hand. 
Thus, fewer men with better 
equipment could represent an 
equal military capability. 

McNamara showed aware- 
ness of the view held widely 
in NATO that the danger 
from the Soviet Union has 
now become virtually non-ex 
istent, so that paying more for 
NATO makes little sense. 
Some Americans agree with 
this view, but they also think 
that the Europeans are ignor- 
ing the possibility that the 
situation may change. 

“We believe a threat re- 
mains,” McNamara said, “and 
we believe we should meet it 
with an ever stronger NATO.” 


But McNamara’s chief rea- 
son for raising the moderniza- 
tion issue seems to have been 
to scotch rumors about possi- 
ble further withdrawals of 
American forces from Europe 
because of manpower de- 
mands in Vietnam. He got 
that point across to some ob- 
servers. The financial newspa- 
per L’lnformation headlined 
its story tonight: “McNamara 
gives assurances that U.S. 
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